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D_emb_ 1, 1998

Mr. Joseph Jo_e
BRAC En_mnme_M Coor_n_
A_ En_mnmem (1AU)
MCAS N Toro
P.O. Box 95001
Sama An_ CA 9270%5001

Re: EPA Concerns and RecommeMation on Proposed Remedy for SRes3 & 5 Landfills, MCAS
E1Toro

Dear Mr. Joyce:

This _ is m exp_ss EPA's concems on the Navy's prcp_ed soil caps for Sites 3 and 5
landfilN and to suggest a mechan_m _ could alle_a_ bo_ EPA's concerns and _e concerns
of the State _gM_o_ agenNes.

\ As you am away, _e Cali_rnia h_g_ed W_ M_ageme_ BoaN (IWMB) h_ exposed
\ bo_ wilton and vein concerns th_ irrigation of _e landNls w_h _e type of cover proposed by

• e Nav_ could cause generation of m_hane gas and ultimate_ lead to _s m publ_ heMth
and safe_. _ _spon_ to _g_o_ agency coffc_, _e Navy _bm_ed two modeling repogs:
a Draft Techn_N Mem_andum on L_dfiH Gas Emi_ _r h_five Landfills; and, a Dm_
T_h_cN Mem_andum on UNSAT-H hN_n Modeling %r L_ndfiHCove_.

A_ _ew_g _e TechNcN Mem_andums, _e IWMB concluded _N _e methane gas mod_
dN n_ demons_am _ _em world be minimMm_hane gas generation und_ an irrig_ed _e
_en_. They _i_r_ed _e need _r a comprehensive landNl gas survey and_r long_m gas
moni_ring befo_ any ¢onc_Nons could be made on a gas cN_cfion s_m. The BVMB Nrflmr
stated _ w_hout a l_e_ _ey could n_ suppo_ irrigation under the Naves pmposN unless it
w_ demonstra(ed by _ long-term moni_ng _ a l_dN1 w_ ch_za_on s_dy
th_ inc_ed mN_e would have miNmN impact on landfillgas generation and wasm
_eme_. _

Fu_h_more, mpm_atives of the IWMB have _ed _ _ey _e unaw_e of any s_es in
CNifornia whe_ wRhom prior w_ ch_a_efization, Nero is irrigation of a monolithic sN1
cover to suppo_ a gNf coupe. TNs world make it even more _ffic_t %r _e _g_ory agen_es
to suppo_ irrigation under _e Navy's proposN.

Based on the _ove, EPA b_s that a was_ _a__ s_y _ _ S_es 3 and 5
_ _ landfills has me_t and _commends that such a sm_ be c_ed out.
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December 1, 1998

Mr. Joseph Joyce
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
AC/S Environment (lAU)
MCAS EI Taro
P.O. Box 95001
Santa Ana, CA 92709':5001

Re: EPA Concerns and Recommendation on Proposed Remedy for Sites 3 &5 Landfills, MCAS
El Taro

Dear Mr. Joyce:

.This letter is to express EPA's concerns on the Navy's proposed soil caps for Sites 3 and 5
landfiHs and to suggest a mechanism that could alleviate both EPA's concerns and the concerns
of the State regulatory agencies. .

As you are aware, the California Integrated Waste Management Board (IWMB) has expressed
both written and verbal concerns that irrigation of the landfills with the type of cover proposed by
the Navy, could cause generation of methane gas and ultimately lead to threats to public health
and safety. In response to regulatory agency cor/cerns, the Navy submitted two modeling reports:
a Draft Technical Memorandum on Landfill Gas Emissions for Inactive Landfills; and, a Draft
Technical Memorandum on UNSAT-H Infiltration Modeling for Landfill Covers.

After reviewing the Technical Memorandums, the IWMB concluded that the methane gas model
did not demonstrate that there would be minimal methane gas generation under an irrigated reuse
scenario. They reiterated the need for a comprehensive landfill gas survey andlor long-term gas
monitoring before any conclusions cculd be m.1dc on a gas collection system. The IWMB further
stated that without a liner, they could not support irrigation under the Navy's proposal unless it
was demonstraied by either long-term monitoring or a landfill waste characterization study
that increased moisture would have minimal impact on landfill gas generation and waste
settlement. ., .

Furthermore, representatives of the IWMB have stated that they are unaware of any sites in
California where without prior waste characterization, there is irrigation of a monolithicsoil
cover to support a golf course. This would make it even more difficult for the regulatory agencies
to support irrigation under the Navy's proposal.

Based on the above, EPA believes that a waste characterization study of the Sites 3 and 5
landfills has merit and recommends that such a study be carried out.
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- / ARhoughthe NAy has de_ed m _llow E_'s _su_e __ _an_ _r landfi_
_ch does n_ mq_ _s_ _a__ _u_ it is not unusual to _ _m
guidance if it m_es sense und_ _e site c_um_s. As much _ _A _d l_e to hue
'_ne size fits _1" guidanc_ _em may be fi_s _ R m_ sense to conduct ad_fionfl
field wo_ _pe_ if the_ _e d_a g_s _ _u_ _ be __d. h the c_e of _e
S_s 3 and 5 landfills, _re is so_ __ __ _ on _r_ews of _r_r
Mafin_N_y e__) _ _e_ was _tfle o_an_ m_efifl leR in _e l_d_h and _e_m
_qi_l_d of s_fica_ me_a_ _s gener_ how_eL _ is still a I_ of fidd d_a to
suppo_ these _u__

Although conducting a waste ch_ac_fizafion _udy would undoub_d_ co_ mo_ money and
add m_e time to the FFA schedule, we th_k it woMd be both money and time well spent.
As examples, th_ landfill _me_ _r _e NTC landfill in San Diego and the _e hndfills at
Moffett Naval Air Station ne_ San Franc_c_ we_ mo_fied to cheap_ _medies a_er waste
cha_c_dz_ion sm_es were p_rmed and _und _ _e land_ were fig_ficanfly smaller
than o_g_M_ believe& The _sulting savings _r _e NTC landfill _e _fim_ed to be
ap_o_ma_ one m_n dMl_s.

For E1To_, visuMconfirmation t_ough a w_ ch_t_afion study _ _e landfill w_s
do indeed contain li_e _gan_ mm_r wo_d ad&ess _gd_o_ agency concerns, Mlow
irrigation of _e monolithic soil cov_ _r any antic_ed _ land use and avid a _kely -

\, _rmM d_pu_ _s_ution p_cess. Such a study co_d Msoeliminme the need _r a liner and a
.. j gas cM_cfion s_m. Other p_enfiM benefi_ would include _ss s_ngent land use _fi_ns

0_titufion_ co_m_) and _ss mo_dn_

EPA enco_ages _e Navy _ _ve serious co_e_on to conducting a w_m ch_mfizafion
s_dy at the Si_s 3 and 5 hnd_ls, bo_ _r _e p_enfi_ cost savings and as an _mrnm_e to
• spute. EPA world _so be will_g to gant the Navy any reasonable FFA exmn_on mqu_t to
allow a waste ch_zation s_dy to procee_

As a next s_p, I suggest a meeting b_ween _e Nav_ EPA, _e 1WMBand other i_d
agenc_s (the Loc_ Reuse agenc_ _ discuss _e specific requirements such a s_dy would
include.

H_ co_t me at your eadieg convenienceto _t _ _ow _ur _oug_s on this p_p_.

S_%

_enn _ _ner
Reme_ P_e_ Man_
_der_ FacH_es C_anup Branch
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) Although the Navy has elected to follow EPA's Presumptive Remedy guidance for landfills

(which does not require waste characterization studies), it is not unusual to deviate from
guidance if it makes sense under the site circumstances. As much as EPA would like to have
"one size fits all" guidance, there may be situations where it makes sense to conduct additional
field work, especially if there are data gaps that could readily be addressed. In the case of the
Sites 3 and 5 landfills, there is some anecdotal evidence (based on interviews of former
Marine/Navy employees) that there was little organic materia11eft in the landfills and therefore
less-likelihood of significant methane gas generation, however, there is still a lack of field data to
support these assumptions.

Although conducting a waste characterization study would undoubtedly cost more money and
add more time to the FFA schedule, we think it would be both money and time well spent.
As examples, the landfill remedie:; for the NTC landfill in San Diego and the three landfills at
Moffett Naval Air Station near San Francisco, were modified to cheaper remedies after waste
characterization studies were performed and found that the landfills were significantly smaller
than originally believed. The resulting savings for the NTC landfill are estimated to be
approximately one million dollars.

)

For El Toro, visual confirmation through a waste characterization study that the landfill wastes
do indeed contain little organic matter would address regulatory agency concerns, allow
irrigation of the monolithic soil cover for any anticipated future land use and avoid. a likely .
formal dispute resolution process. Such a study could also eliminate the need for a liner and a
gas collection system. Other potential benefits would include less stringent landuse restrictions
(institutional controls) and less monitoring.

EPA encourages the Navy to give serious consideration to conducting a waste characterization
study at the Sites 3 and 5 landfills, both for the potential cost savings and as an alternative to
dispute. EPA would also be willing to grant the Navy any reasonable FFA extension request to
allow a waste characterization study to proceed.

As a next step, I suggest a meeting between the Navy, EPA, the lWMB and other interested
agencies (the Local Reuse agency) to discuss the speciGc requirements such a study would
include.

Please contact me at your earliest convenience to let me know your thoughts on this proposal.

Sincerely,

.__.b~~(rf.<''-!<';~
Glenn R. Kistner
Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch
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Glenn R. Kistner 
Remedial Project Manager 
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: N cc: Pafida H_nom RWQCB

Peter Janic_, _MB
T_seer M_mou_ DTSC
_ M_anlou, MCAS El Tom LRA
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cc: Patricia Hannon, RWQCB
Gregory Hurley, RAB Co-Chair
Peter Janicki, IWMB
Tayseer Mahmoud, DTSC
Polin Modanlou, MCAS El Toro LRA

3

'\ 

) 

cc: Patricia Hannon, RWQCB 
Gregory Hurley, RAB Co-Chair 
Peter Janicki, IWMB 
Tayseer Mahmoud, DTSC 
Polin Modanlou, MCAS El Toro LRA 

3 


